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In an extraordinary press conference 
last week, Secretary of State Kissinger 
spent over an hour discussing a single 
topic: alleged Soviet violations of the stra- 
tegic arms treaty. But for some of us who 
have been closely following the charges, 
the performance cid little to quiet already: 
intense apprehensions. j 

indeed, anything but, since the center of 


these apprehensions is not the Soviet au-. 
thorities but the American authoritles, The ; 


Russians are only behaving like Russians. 
Which is to say, legalistic minds can quib- 

le over whether the Soviets have ‘“‘vio- 
lated” the treaty, but they have come close 


enough ofien enough to make clear that the - 


U.S. has contracted with systers. In Janu- 


ary. Secretary Nissinger will go off to Mos-' 
- cow to write another contract with them, . 
_covering areas even mere difficult and am-- 
j biguous than the first one did. The altl- 
j tudes he displayed in his briefing last week ; 

are not these you would seek cut in picking | 
1 a lawyer to deal with shysters. ; 


Mr. Kissinger’s villains are not the Rus- _ 


slens but the Americans who have raised : 


the issue of Soviet compliance. No one 
would deny, of course, that the Secretary 
has a right to defend his record. And when 


faced with sharp charges from Admiral _ 


Elmo Zumwalt it’s understandable that he 
would snap ‘the admiral got carried away 


by his political ambitions.” But what was 


missing was similar skepticism about So- 
viet motives, Indeed, the worst thing the 


was that the “most serious’ compliance 
casn “comes close to the borderline of a 


possible violation.’ There was no hint of 
anything seriously amiss in Soviet behavi- 
or, and considering the issues at hand, one 
wonders when defense of Mr. Nissinger’s 
record becomcs-a pleading of the Soviet 
case. : 


# 
fhe alleged violations cover a dozen ‘or 
more complex and technicel issues, 


* * 


but 


their goncral texture is evident enough in, 


a) 


_say, the matier of the JIL-X silos. The arms 


agreement specifies that neither side shall 

wid new “fixcd land-hased intercontinan- 
tal missile launchers.” Since the agrec- 
ment was signed, something on the order 
of v60 new silos have appeared in the So- 


7 
tioning, the Soviets say these are not mis- 
sile lgzunehers but command and control 
zenters. So far they have not been caught 
putting missiles into these new holes and 
Mr. Kissinger told the press the CIA 
agrees that they are in fact command and 
control centers. 

Secretary WKissinger did not celgn to 
mention that these ‘command and coutrol 
centers” do not replace older centers, are 


ansion aye nis 


blow-away fics is that the 
ened for easy conversion ini 
launching rele, giving the Savicts the op- 
tion of expanding their n.issile force by 200 


in a few weeks or Approved Fot Re] 


usual few years. Now, Is this a violation? 
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Legalistically, the answer is probably “nat 
yet.” But, in his first public explanation of 
these issues, the -American Secretary of 
State might have let the Arnerican people 
know that their representatives are coping 


| with people who build command and con- 


trol silos with blow-away lids. 
»« # # 
Or, take the latest major compliance is- 


sue to surface publicly, the new Soviet 
ABM radar on the Kamchatka peninsula 
across from Alaska. Presumably this is 
currently 2, test facility; Mv. Kissinger said 


_the radar “faces” back into the Soviet 


_means of intelligence permitted 


age 2hOplo ai 


‘to 


Union. The 1072 ABM treaty has provisions 
covering test ranges, namely that test fa- 
cilitles must be “located within current or 
additionally agreed test ranges.” : ; 

In negotiating arms agreements, the So- 
‘viets consistently. refuse to state what 
arms they have. When the ABM treaty was 
‘negotiated they declined to say where their 
test ranges were. So the Americans tssned 


Legalistic minds ‘can 
quibble over whether the 
Soviets have ‘violated’ the: 
strategic arms treaty, but - 
they have come close 
enough to make clear that 
the U.S. has contracted with 
shysters. ° 

a unilateral statement saying that the 
American ranges were at White Sands, 
N, Mex. and Kwajalein Atoll in the Pacific, 
that the current Soviet range was near 
Sary Shagan in Kazakhstan, and that fur- 
ther test ranges would require “prior 
agreement.” fhe Sovicts replied that there 
was a “common understanding’ aa to what 
ABM test ranges were, thal the reference 
“additionally agreed’ ranges . was 
“sufficiently clear’ and that national 
identifying 


current ranges. 


Now if you tell someone you see three 


apples, and he says he agrees what an ap- 
ple is and that you can see them, normal 
rules of discourse allow you to conclude he 
agrees there are ihree apples, So. @ineri- 
cai negotiators took Lhe Soviet reply 
affirmation. And in the letter trans:ilt 
the 1972 treaty te President Nixon, Secre- 
Stute Rogers wrote, "'The current 


tary of St: 
Soviet test range for ABM systoims is Jo- 
cated near 
ABM components are not to be deployed at 


Sary Shagan, Kazakhstan, SSR. 


any other test ranges without prior agree. - 


mont between the parties.”’ 

Tie tiew Kamchatka re 
000 miles trom Kazakhstan, but the Soviets 
did not ask for any prior 
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butiding it Lane 4 regotiators ree 
Fe ie For cam have pro- 


posed to ask tiem to ask ¢ U.S far an 
ezreenient, so that the Americans could 
give their pricr consent retroactively. Sec- 
retary Kissinger said that i they had 
ad 


“no significant problem.” 
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egreament before _ 
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have been replacing their ‘light’ 85-12 
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Well, the milltary problems with thd 
radar are not trivial, since it’s relatively 
easy to give an existing radar a new face 


and. 260-degree capability and since the ij 
located to be." 


Kamchatka radar i3 ideally 
come a keystone of some tuture nation- 
wide system. But the significant prohlent 
fs something else: the contempt in which 
the Soviets hold the terms of the treaty, 


‘and the inability to depend on even the 


simplest and rost logical jnference from . 
their statements. . ei” Ee 
: a tt © 
The compliance issue that most directly 
affects the strategic balance arises froma - 
ciause in the agreement saying, “the par- = 
tics undertake not to convert land-based ~ 
launchers for light ICBM’s . . . into Iand-.” 
pased launchers for heavy ICBMs... -” . 
American negotiators were worried about 
the Sovict advantage ia throw weight, or - 
missile payload, and accordingly the 
agreement froze the number of huge Soviet. 
83.9 missiles. But since the treaty the Sovt-< 
ets have added as much additional throw 
weight as they could have achieved by 


missile with the new §&5-19, about 50% 
Jarger, : : . 
When the agreement was negotlated, 
typieally, the Sovicts declined to define the. 
tern “heavy.” This Issue was outstanding 
as President Nixon arrived in Moscow for 
the summit. On May 28, the day the trealy 
was signed, the American delegation is~ 
sted a. unilateral slatement stating that it - 
dered a “heavy'' missile to be eny 
ile significantly larger than the largest 
cab ight" misstt2, which was the SS- _ 
Ui. It said the U.S. “proceeds on the prem-: 
{so that the Soviet side will give due ac- : 
count to this consideration.” 

Lact week Secretary Kissinger sald that. 
he U.S, side is trying ta Hmit the $5-19 In 
the current round of SALYT-II. He added 
that “it is at feast epen to question, whether 
the United States can hold the Soviet Union 
responsible for its own statements when. 
the Soviet Union has assetted that it does 
not accept that Interpretation.” 

‘that’s fair cnough to the Soviets, per 
haps. Dut what about fairness to tie Amer- 
jean officials in the Pentagon and the 5en- 
ate who relied on the unilateral declaration 
in giving their assent to the agreement? 
Many of them based thelr ssessmient tire 
ihe treaty did not endanver U.S. sceurity * 
on the assumption that the U.S. would re- 
act in its own’ deplaymients if the Sovista 
breached the stated definition of a “heavy” 
missile. Ihe attacks on the current position 
from former Defense Secretary Melvin - 
Laird and former Navy Chief Zunuvalt 
jmust be understood in this light. And as° 
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the Senate debated realilcation ef tha 
yraan Me. Wissin- 
aiby a its mint 


yors : i “safeguard” 
that no tissile heavier than the SS8-11 cowd 
te futroduced. eee - i 
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